constraint reactions in holonomic variables, Eqs. (11)- (15); and, purposely, without constraint reactions in nonholonomic variables, Eqs. (57)- (71); and indicates how to connect them and obtain reaction power equations in nonholonomic variables, if needed (Remark on Eq. (52)). The absence of constraint reactions in Eqs. (57), (58), (71) is an advantage; but if one wants, he/she can easily do that as shown there; or by applying the well-known theorem of kinetic energy Eqs. (11), (136-139.2). Hence Wang's statement". . . this useful information is not provided by the power equation given by Papastavridis (1991)" is a misrepresentation. And "this useful information" is not provided by Wang's Eqs. (52), (53) either, but by his Eqs. (67), (89); and there are general equivalents to both sets of equations in Papastavridis (1991) .
In sum: The power equations of Papastavridis (1991) are based on the fundamental division of forces into impressed and constraint reactions. On the other hand, the law of kinetic energy involves all forces, external and internal. Hence, comparing power equations based on such different force classifications, as Wang does, leads, in general, to meaningless, or flawed, results. One cannot expect to obtain the power of constraint forces from equations of motion specifically formulated to exclude them (even though Papastavridis (1991) treats both cases). And if Papastavridis' speculation on the root causes of the Kane and Levinson (1988) limitations is invalid, then Wang should show the precise physical meaning of the absence of satisfaction of Kane and Levinson's conditions; and exactly how that affects Wang's Z, Eq. (53).
